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Issue # 1 ; 

1 he Kammei lias injected ( Lum« 1 i 4 7 * *- 1 3 10 18-22 25 27 and 38- W under ^ I S ( 
|fH{a) as besng unpatentable b\ the 1 uepad hie\iewet Suite I'ser s (nude copxnght 2001, 
heiemaftei fnepad huthei supported b\ FueAieuei Suite 6 0 Sbaievunc Sciccnshot, dated 

00 1 " 200] in \ sew uf 'Palm Piogtammmg, ' bv Glenn Bachmann, heiemaftei Bachmann 

Oroup I ( Um>s ! 3 J " 9-13 '(> ii-22 25 2~ cuJ 3\-3* 

With tespect to independent < hunts I 10 V> and ^8 the 1 xammet has tehed upon pages 21-2^ 
in hiepad to make a puoi an showing oi Appellants claimed technique toi allow im.* 
oigam/ation of the- content, allowing formatting of the content, allowing cieatton of a link 10 
content, allow my addition of text for output on the wireless dc-\ice otitputtmg a pieuew of a 
dj&phn scieen oi the vutcless device the pievieu im hiding both textual and graphical content 
sinuiltaueoush the pteuew depicting how the oigam/ed and lot matted textual and graphical 
content Aiil appeal tut the dtspiav „;cieen of th*. wuelcss de\ice relative to each other (see tins 

01 sumiat, but not netcssrtnK identical language m the independent claims} 

Appellant iespectinlK assem that the Shammer's aigumciit that the Fnepad cxceipt discloses the 
oigam/atu>o ot the content bemu "'petkumed automancallv In the ! tseWwei of pp 21-23 that 

allows selection and viewing of conten t by content type" is erroneous on several points. 

First, what is disclosed in Firepad at pp. 21-23 is not really allowing organization of the content. 
Rat net u appears that icons tin the \anous content items {image hvpenext document video) 
appcat to the left on the Main View In the linages example images aiv indicated b\ a tlame 
icon to the left on the Main \ tew Page 21 off uepad suggests that the usei can select an image 
In tapping and ideasmg the image name hum the Mam V tew In the h\ pet tea documents 
example documents ate indicated In a document icon to the left on the Mam View 1 he usei 
can select a document b\ tapping and releasing the document name fiom the Mam \ sew as 
dise losed on page 22 of 1 uepad In the \ ideos csample \ ideos are indicated b\ a document icon 
to the left on the Mam \ ie\\ Pes page 2^ ol f uepad, the usei ean select a video b\ tapping and 
icieasing the video name horn the Mam \ sew Ihus. the icoiu ate piesem on the Mam View 
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but \ppeiLmt has been unable to ftnd am indication thai ruepad aiknw an > one 01 au\ thing to 
oigam/e the jcuu> much less the content Rather ft appeals that the icons arc tnereh ptesenl to 
the left of the Main \ iev\ in no paiticulai oidei and these is tenamb no disclosute 01 suggestion 
that the content represented b\ the icons ate otgam/ed sn a mannu when, someone oi something 
has been allowed to organize them. 

Second, the rejection appeals- to insinuate that became a met can \ few content b\ content tvpe 
then h ite\ lewer must somehow oigant?e the content b\ content t\pe \gam, as mentioned 
aboxe tjie content f$ fepi evented In icons on ih: leit of the Mam \ icw \o oigaitf/atioit of the 
content i^ suggested The npe of content h indicated h\ the type of scon lbn\£\ei the mese 
tact that a usei can open a document bv selecting a document ft on does not mean that the content 
is otgam/ed in am pattteuiat mannei 

Thud, assuming arguendo that ftie\ lewei doej> in fact ani'mtaiuitlh oj gam/0 the content as 
stated m the ieieclion then it cannot be >aid that Fue\ teuei u ! !in\>> oigam^ation oi the content 
a? lequtsed bv the claim Ratbei. b\ automatically nigam/niii the content FueYiesxei m 
actuaius would nou/'Am organization of the content, it would --imph do it 

In the Supplemental Ixammcfs \ns-wej dated Oft 2ft 20<>\ the Kaminei has atgned that 
"Fnepad teaches a s\\U.m foi the dtspla\ of content iclatcd to a w ticless media device including 
a piexiew of the content snbstantialK as> it will be uewed on the wueic-ss deuce " Htrthei, the 
Fvnmnet has atgued that 1 ; stepad has been shown to teach pei forming organization oi content 
automatically b\ the use oi the 1 tieV iewei oi page-> 21-23, that allows .-.elc-aum and Mowing of 
content b\ content tvpe " in addition the Fxaminei has aigued that 'the language of the claims 
do not necessitate that am osgam/atton of content be done In a usu oi tlnough uses 
manipulation and mainland that as the firepad teierencc teaches the otgam/atton oi content 
thiough the use ol the cited content icons, ojgam/auon tnheiesulx * allowed" b\ the swtem 

\ppellant lespectfulh dtsagtees with the Examiner s aiimments and asserts that hicpad tnereh 
discloses that 1 [i]mages ate indicated b\ a flame icon to the left" {Page 21 \ jew Images 
section) Furthci Firepad discloses to " [t]ap and iclcasc the image name bom Mam \ icw to 
\ iew the imago .' and to ' jrjap and hoM the unage name to get a popup menu \\ tth these entries 
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\ tew Pieuew, Note Details Ream Rename Delete and (Reload in pi cent tn downloaded 
imaged t Page 21 View Images section) In addition Titepad dtsdoses that jj]ust a-> on the 
mam sueen \ ies\ tapping ot tapping and holding on an image causes a popup menu to appeal 
with these cmttes Zoom Out Octal Is Note, Beam Book-mat k Oeleu. and Hunu {Pages 21- 
22 ~ \ tew Images section - emphasis added) Howcwei the meic diacloaiitc oi tapping and 
leleasmg an image name tu \ie\\ the image tapping and holding to get a popup menu and 
tapping or tapping and holding an image to get a popup menu as m f nepad aimph fads to even 
suggest allowing organisation of the content (emphasis added) as claimed b\ appellant 
Appellant tespeetfulh emphasizes that thete n deails no otgam/ation taught in the exeeipt ftom 
f n^pad jelled on h\ the 1 vanuner especial i\ stnee such excetpt horn luepad otiIv teaches 
selectable options (t e \ iev\ details etc } associated with a image 

Htithet, appellant icsp^cttulb disagrees with tie Examiner^ mhctencs aigumem that 'hrepad 
lefeienee teacher the organization uf content thiongh the use of the uted content icons, 
oigatn/atiot) is mheietiUs 'allowed" b\ the -AMem * In \ tew of the aieuments made 
heieiuabo\e am such mheiencv argument has been adequatels tehutied and a notice of 
allowance ot a specific ptsot ait showing of such claim featuies in combination with the 
icmammg claim elements ss lespectiulh requested (See MPEP 2\ ]2) 

Addttionalh m response appellant asset ts that the fact that a cettam result oi chat acta istic ma\ 
oeusi ot be present m the puot ait i^ not Hiffiuent to establish the inhcienc\ of that tesuit oi 
chatacteustic tnrcRifrkmn l > b Mi^l ISU 2S I <l»Q2d 19^ I0s7 ( r e d f n hue 
(hhtJi Oool 2d ^ 5Sl-fc2 212 1 SP<> (f rp \ i<3*l) 1 n establish mhejenc\ the 

extuusic ewdence 'must make cleat that tb^. tni>sinu desctij>me matter is necessaniv present m 
the thing desuibed m the tekreiuc and that it vuuild be so leeogm/ed b\ prisons oi osdtnarv 
skill InheieiuA, howewet ma% not be e-aabhshul h\ ptobabihttes oi possibilities The mete fact 
thai a ceitaiu thing ma\ result fiom a gtsen set of uicumstanccs is not sulftcient N >r 
Robertson 169 F.3d 743, 745, 49 USPQ2d 1949, 1950-51 (Fed. Ck 1.999). 

\s aigued piex k>il->K the section ol hiepad cited in the i ejection to anticipate the icquuement of 
allowing ofgam/ation ol content discusses f nc\ icwei which ts t evident on the deuce not a 
management sueen as claimed 
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in the. Supplemental i xammef s \ns\\er dated Oo 2o 2W l > the i xammor has atimed that the 
dami language iaik to necessitate the separatum of the management screen fiom the resident 
dc\ toe Appellant lespcctfulix di-agiecs and asseits that f tiepad meieh discloses to ' [t]ap and 
hoid the image name to get a popup menu vMih these entnes Pun Jew ' (see Page 21} 
I low ex et onh general!) disclosing prewewmg an image, as in Fnepad doe^ not ,ipeutiealb 
suggest 'dtsplasmg content selected for twlpm on a wrteless deuce on a management screen 
whetem the content is drsphved substantial as» it will be dibplaxid on the xureic^s dexiec 
(emphasis added} as claimed bv appellant Clear K, onK general i\ teaching piexrevuug an 
image uii a handheld de>tee sateen as m } uepad fails to suggest substantially displaxmg 
^untcut ' as> it be displaced uu the xureless de\ ree ' let alone am sou of otuatn/ation of the 
content tcmphasis added) m the matinet as claimed b\ appellant Gsxen such vmphasi/ed 
context the claimed management ;>eR\ti i,s clearlx sepaiate fiom the wildest dev ice 

Vs htrthet argued prexjuitsK nowhere does Fnepad or Baehmann leach ot suggest that oikc 
someone or somethum is j! f o\\vii to organize the content, the content o\ a/»j»ai/ is shown on a 
piexiew of a dispias scieut of the de\ ice 

In the Supplemental I xammet s Answct dated Oo 2o 2009 the 1 xammct has atgncd that the 
( nepad reference teaehes the oigans/atson of content through the use of the cited content icons 
"and that] organization is mheuutU ' allowed b\ the sxc-tem (he Evaniiner has ftnther aigued 
that 'hitepad \u\< been -howu to teaeh the chsplax ot a piexiew ot the otgam/ed content on a 
displa\ seteen of the deuce at page 12 [exeetpted bekm and note* that the Palm OS Emulator 
(POS(-) ,is taught h\ Baehmann is essenualh wreiess de\tce pteuesx software 
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Appdhmi tespedfulh disagrees with the rximwiei's argument and assuts thai Fitepad meid\ 
disdoses that "Fwe( on\ oiler ts the desktop ptogiam that Cornells large images t'tom popular 
graphic? formats (JPK), C * I i- I li-F, BMP and P\'(S> to l-ne\ tev,er imag es ami YVl and MOV 
fries into h re View or udeo-f (Page 11 I'oing Fire-Conseftei section emphasis added} 
Furthet Fsrepad discloses to '[cjheck the piewew box To sec v\hal the comer led image writ look 
like"' {Pago S3 ( omen Image section) atrd thai the "(pjreue-w represents Palm dev icq screen 
size" (Page \2 Fire Com oner Image soaron emphasis added") (ii addition, Rachmann 
discloses thai ' jtjhe Palm OS I mutator, or POSt, provide an emulation of the Palm OS on 
both Windows and Macintosh platforms" (Bachmasm, Page 38 - The Palm OS Emulator 
section). 

However the mete disclosuic thai ! ne<\>n\ertei u>n\etts huge images from pupuha graphics 
formats to Hre\ tew or images and a pre-\ icvv bos. to see what con\ertL-d images will took like oil 
<r Palm douc<* senvn si/e as m Ftrepad, -amph fails to t*\on suggest "allowing, ot^tn/otion of 
the content' whoie the 'content [tsj seieded fot ouipui oil a wrides^ deMce* and a prewow 
depicting how the organized and foimatted te\tuat and graphical content will appear on the 
displa\ screen of the \\irelc-\-> dc\tce [is output]" ttmpha-'is added) in the context claimed hv 



appellant Cieath cometttng an nnage from one format to anothet as m Fncpad lasls to 
suggest "allowing oi^am/ation oi the content" {emphata-* .ukied) as claimed b\ appellant In 
addition dispL^ms* a comet ted image using the POSL softwaie oi Bachmann Mil! Task to 
suggest ' allowing oigam/ation of the content* (emphasis added) m the context ai claimed hv 
appellant. 

hirthei, in response to the Fxatmner s" mheienc\ atgmnent auain appellant tespectfulls 
disagiees and asserts that m uew of the arguments made hereinabove am such mherene\ 
argument, has been adequately rebutted. 

Finally, even if Bachtrtann's preview capabilities were added to Firepad, the combination would 
still not meet the Janus because \ »e\ icwet is unable to depict oigam/ed and fot matted textual 
and giaphtcal content simultaneoosh on one ^.teen 

in the Uluson Action mailed 04 I'OKMS the Fxammei aigucd that I nepad p 22 discloses 
' the options to change the image's eateuoiv and c et the image as pin ate, " as well as tenanting a 
InpeitcM document f he I vtmmet continued to aigne that "j^hesc action 0 aie oigani/ational 
action-, and therefore allow Fuepad usets to ojgant/e content " llowevct appellant tcspectfulh 
asserts that the options to change the image s categotv and set the image as pmate' meteh 
lefei to the image details luepad diseases on page 22 that [tjhe Image Details dialog bo\ 
presents mtormatiou about the image such as the Width, Height, Size and l\pe' vppellant 
asserts that meieK setting sueh image details snnpK fails to Miggest the technique lot "allowing 
Pi gam/ation oi thy content * {emphasis added), as claimed In appellant 

In the Supplemental Fxamirsefs Answer dated 00 20 200 1 > the h\aminet has atgued that the 
asgued limitation allowing oigant/atton of the .untent" s- fanls btoad in scope and open to the 
iea^onabSe mtetpi elation of the examines who maintain* that changes m content flags oi image 
paiametei> aie organizational actions * 

\ppe11ant icspectfulK disagrees and asseits that Hrepad mc-ieh discloses that " HreCom ertei is 
the desktop piogiam that converts large images from popular graphics formats (J PI G GO , 
TIFI , BMP <tnd PN'iii to I nc\ icwei images {Page 11 ~ Using Fitct omcitei section - 
emphasis added) hnthei, 1 irepacl discloses to include an\ note* \on want with voui image in 
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the note bos" as "ft|hcse notes can be found m the details when uevutig an image m 
nicViewei " (Page H Oomett Image section emphasis added) liowe\ej die mete 
diselosuie thai } ue( omater c omens targe image ■> from popuiat maphies foimat-. tu I ueYiewei 
images and that note» m the note box ate found m tiie details when uewtng an inuge in 
FhoX jewet as m Fnepad Mmph fads to t\en suggest "allowing 01 gaim alinn of the content' 
t emphasis added) a?, claimed h\ appelant Cleari\ , note.- found m details w hile ucwitig tmagc-. 
as in 1 trepad stmph fails to suggest "allow ma oi g<\m/<iiion of the content (emphasis added) as 
claimed bv appellant, 

f uitliLi in the Adusoiv \ctum mailed 04 \^ 20()o the Lxatniner argued that i nepad teaches 
the abilm to com at hspatevt documents which aie notoitousK well -known in the art to 
include both gsaphtcai and textual mfoimauon " Appellant iCspecifulk disagrees with this 
asscition especialh in uew of the specific context of appellant s claim Ian tame Futt, in the 
Otfke Ution mailed Of ^0 2006, the Trammer admitted that Tnepad tads to explu ith teach a 
pieuew UK hid my both textua! and gtaplnea! eoalent snuuitaneoiisk the pieuew depicting how 
the otgamzed and fotmattcd tectuai and giaphicai content will appeat on the scteen of the 
w neless de-\ ice iclatn e to each other " i utthei appellant agrees that the cited exceipts irom the 
fnepad lefeience simplv fail to oen suggest i " pieuew including both tcMtial and gi opine al 
content simnltaneoush 1 (emphasis added) as claimed hv appellant 

in addition pages *s-V» trom Bachmann met civ disclose- the- Palm OS kmuiator, POSt 
Appellant lespeetfuSK a^setts that POST allows foi 'emulation of the Palm OS so urn can am, 
te-a and debug s out application without downloading il to a Palm deuce ' ilowe^ei emulating 
the Palm < )S R( i\{ w uh POSE simpb x'a j i ^ to even suggest l a pteuew mchidmg both textual and 
giaphical content simultaneously * (emphasis added) as claimed b\ appellant 

In the Supplemental \ vmnnei s Auswet doted Uo 2o 2000 the Fxaimnei has argued that the 
abo\e assertion that the Palm OS i nmlatoi iPOSi ) ti s taught b\ Hachmonn is cssentfalK 
wueless deuce piewew software* 1 and ' fa]s> Palm OS is weli4nowu to include gtaphical ima-iies 
such as application icons and then i elated textual label-, Bachmann must teach a picuew 
including both textual and gtaphical content simultaneous K 
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Appellant lespcctfuib dtsagtees and assctts that Bachmaun tnejeh discloses that "[tjhe Palm OS 

5 mulatoi oi POSL provides an emulation oi the Paitn OS on both Window-, and Macintosh 
platlbtms and that 'jtjo unl POSL yon need a ROM just like the ph\ steal Palm device need} a 
RONS ' {Paue 38 She Palm OS £ mulator section emphasis added} Howcvei, a Palm OS 
emuiatot that needs a ROM )tM like the phvsieal Palm de\KC to piostde an emulation ol the 
Palm OS, as in Bachmaun stmph tads to e\eu suggest 'a pu'Mew including both textual and 
gtaphtcal content simultaneously ' (emphases added) tn the mannei as claimed h\ appellant 
Fuithci an emulation of the Palm OS as tn Bachmann, simpK fails to suggest ' a piexiew ot a 
display screen" in the manner as claimed by appellant. 

In the Supplemental Examiner's Answer dated 06/26/2009, the Examiner lias argued that "[t]he 
hie\ tew or o 0 shatcwate sctcenshot is pio\ ided to pto\ sde eudence that the \oftwatv disclosed 
m the Hrepad lefltence was pubhcK available ptioi to \ppellaut s filing date' and that 'ja]s the 
fnepad leieicucc teaches the use of Ftie\ ie\\ei 6 0 i^e pata-*- 10 12 1^} the examine t 
contends that the ieatines disclosed theiem weie pubhcK axatlable at least a> earlx a-. I 7 June 
200 L as disclosed tn the shatewaie Sereenshot Ftitthet the l-\ammet has atgned that 
ft]hetcloie the f- irepad teie-rutce is valid pimi att undei ^s I SO 102(a) " 

Appellant tespectiulh disagrees and assetts that hte\iewei Suite t>0 shaiewate Scteenshot 
leleivHce ptoMded by the txanunei smtph discloses that the 1 ire\ iewer Suite 6 0 suttwaie was 
submitted to s Stat Shareware on 0<> 1" 2001 Howeveu the disclosure of submitting the 
Fue\ tew et Suite 6 0 software on Op 17 2(H)! as shovut m the 1 tte\ tewei Suite 6 0 Siutewate 
Scteenshot., snnpK lads to suppott the 1 \atmnef s allegation that 1 the fcauues diselosud [in the 
1 uepad lefeiencej wete pubhealk asaj able at least a<? ^aih as P June 2001 ' < v emphasis added) 
Fot example appellant tespcctfullv asserto that Paae d of the Fuepad lefetetue teaches thai 
\ou yet' a 1 [i]mk to fan] online manual % Cleath, e%en if the Fue\ tewet Suite o 0 soltwaie 
use hides a link to an online manual ->uch does not speufiealK teach thai the 1 uepad refetenee 
which is sepajate bom the submttttd S neWewer Suite 6 0 software s\a-> submitted as carh as 

06 17 2001 1 hns. the b\ammet\ tehance on the Hiepad icfeience is impiopei, and the above 
rejection should be withdrawn. 
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To establish a prtmafm ie case o( oln nuisueso tluee basic ciitena must be met Fuc4, there must 
be some suggestion oj tnotnatton eithei in the tefeienees themsehes of m the knowledge 
geneiaih a\atlable to one of urdniasx ski!! m the an, to modifv the reference or to combine 
icfcience teachings Second, these must be a R-asonable expectation of success Imalk, the 
ptiot art teleience {o\ references \shen combined) mu^t teach ur suggest all the claim limitations 
The teaching 01 suggestion to make the claimed combination and the reasonable expectation of 
success must both be found in the puoi art and not based on appellant's disclosure 111 >c 
I .a lL 047 f 2d 488 :o I Sl'02d H.^S {fed Cir !<*<»! \ 

Appellant ic^pecffulh asset ts that at least the third element of the pnma ft^u- case of 
obviousness has not been met since the puoi art exeeipts as tehed upon b\ the (-\antinei tail to 
teach 01 suggest ail of the claim limitations as noted abo\e 

|ssue.# 2: 

i he 1 vamtnei has j ejected C Sauns 2 28-2s> *2 -4-35 and 40 undei 3M' S 1. 10>(a> as beum 
unpatentable of hrepad in mow of Bacbmann in furthei \iew of Mat tin h et al (I S Patent 
\o *i,f»i 0 10S) hereinafter Maum 

Of on?) I Ckiiitis 2^0V 52 S4-S5, UtiJ 4» 

With icspect to independent Claims 28 and 40, the claims include (mutations Mimlai (but not 
nece^satilv identical) tit those of ( lann 1 atgued in iVue - 1 Group -1 \<_eoidinglv Claims- 28 
and 40 aie deemed allowable at least foi smniai reasons 

Turthei appellant icspettfulK asserts that pages l^-Io m Fnepad disclose onlv providing web 
archive >uppott \> noted theie web pages aie prepared fot stotage on the device itseli and must 
be stored on the de\ ice prior to selection of the link f lowesu appellant averts that the exceipts 
from fnepad tehed upon b\ the fcxammo simpK fati to suggest a Technique 1 \v herein selection 
of one ot the links on the wneless deuce causes additional content to be downloaded to the 
v\ Helens deuce from a 1 emote data soutce and output on the vuteless deuce' (emphasis added) 
as claimed by appellant. 
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In addition hiepad tuithei tatK to teach oj suggest <s technique wheiein the use! is allowed to 
access the web seatdi sa\ ice ftom the wueless dev ice,' as claimed b\ appellant 

In the Supplemental f\ammet\ Answer dated Oo 26 200'' the Fxammei h.u> aigucd that the 
i ejection ot claun 2^ acknowledges the defiuenes oJ I nepad and BaJimann in thisaiea tinning 
to the Manm refeteiu.e fot such a teachmu that 'as cited above the navigation of the interna 
allows tot the accession of a multitude of s>eauh -5eait.es i\ ahoo' Google etc } [and that] it is 
mheient that such naugation allows loi the user to an. ess a web scatch sea ice on the vuteicss 
device." 

\ppellam respectfuih dtsagtces md a^setts that Tol 2 hnt-s 17-5o and Toi 1 lineo- 1 Col 2, 
hue 8 in Mai cm merelv diociose "reoMmg a icquest fot the web page fiom a lequestor 
detenu 1 nine deuce chaiattemttcs o{ a mobile deuce used bv the jeqnestot ictuevmg menu 
inloimaiKiii ba^ed on the deuce ehaiactenstics of the mobile deuce used b\ the ieque^ei 
ptoducing the na\ station aid based on the menu infutmation the na\ igation aid beiiiy m a fonnat 
suitable loi the mobile deuce, tnd foiwaiding the web page including tlu navigation aid to the 
requester " (emphasis added). 

Howevet leceiun*: a inquest fot a web paue fiom a tequestoi and lot wauling the web page 
iiu luchiii: a nav Ration aid to the requestoi as in Maitm snnpis fads to e\en sugacst a technique 
'wherein selection ot one of the links on the xuteios deuce causes additional content to bo 
downloaded to the waeless device tiom a t emote data $omce and output on the w ueies, ik>\ ice' 
(emphasis added} as claimed b\ appellant C leailv foiw aiding a navigation aid suth the web 
page aftci the icquest a< in \ fat tin simplv fatK to surest that ' a selection oi one of the links on 
the wueiess deuce causes additional content to be downloaded to the wneless device (emphasis 
addi.dk in the mannei as claimed bv appelant 

Fuithei, appellant lespectfullv di^agiee^ with the bxammc-i amsment that "the navigation ot 
the Internet allows fot the accession of a muittude of seaieh sea sees (\ahoo' Goode etc }, 
'and] u is inheieni that such navigation allows foi the UsOi tu access a web seaich ^eivtce on the 
wneles- deuce' Appellant tespectfulK assent that Mattm discloses a mobile navigation 
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inelaphot w ptouded to ueid smulat naugation expediences on both mobile deuces and 
pessimal computed and thai 'a cent! a! content *unct is able ui felum tequested content to 
requester m <i fin mat suitable fui then deuce {Col 2 lines 38-42} \loieo\ei appellant 
lespectfuils points out that the mobile naugatson metaphoi m \Iaitm is meteU 'an image 
lepiesentation of a displav scieen of a mobde deuce" {(. of H lines 2 l )-^l } Howc\ei the mobile 
navigation metaphoi and a cential content seuei, a.* disclosed m \iaitin, lad to suggest a specific 
technique "wherein the usei is allowed to access the web seaich seiuee fiom the wireless 
dev kc as claimed bv appellant 

In uew of die aiL'umenls made hetemabuve, am such mhetenev atgumesu iia^ been adequateh 
rebutted, and a notice of allowance ot a .specific puot art showing ol ^uch claim featuies m 
combination with the icmaming claim elements s respectful l\ icquested (See MPi P 21 12) 

In the Supplemental Fvmitne? s Ansuei dated 0fv2t> 200<-\ die Fsamuiet has ai trued that 1 [t]hc 
FneVieuei 6 0 shatewaie Vseensbut k-? provided to pi oude eudenee that the ^oiiw aie disclosed 
m the 1 nepad lefeience was public K available pnoi to Appellant s filmy date" and that jajs the 
hiepad letVtcnte teaches the use of hteYiewer oO f-xv page*-- 10 12 1*5} iIk examine! 
contends that (he featuies disclosed iheiem wete pubhek available at kast as eaiiv as 17 lone 
2001 as disclosed in the Miatewatc Scrcenshot ' Fuithei the I xammci has aigned that 
'jtjhuetofc, die I nepad uieience is \ ( ihd puoi att undei ?^ I St' 102(aK 

Appellant tospectlnlK disagiees and as\->erSo that FneXiewci State 6 0 Shatewatc Saeenshot 
leleteikc piuvidedbv the 1 \ammet siniph discloses that the I ire\ tewei Mute 6 0 softwaie was 
submitted to 5 Stat Shareware on 06 J" 2001 However the disclosuie ol submtiuny the 
FneY sewer Suite 6 0 softwaie on Oo ! 7 '200 1 as shown m the Fne\ sewu Suite 0 0 Shaicwase 
Scieenshot simph taiU to snppoit the E vimine-i's allegation that "the featuies disclosed fm the 
1 nepad lefcieneej were pubheallv available at iea-a as eath as 17 June 200! ' (emphasis added) 
I or example appellant respectfnlK assem that Pagt <- of ihc 1 m pad tefeiuict teacher thai 
von get " a 1 [i]ink to |an| online manual " Clearlv even if the Hre\ tewes Suite o 0 software 
includes a link to an online manual -such does -iot specificalK teach that the l-nepad ic-fcience, 
which is sepaiatc from the submitted 1 ncVicwei Suite o 0 ^oftwaie was submitted, as eail\ as 
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0<» 1 " 200! Thut>, the Fvammcf $ reliance on the Firepad. reference is improper, and the above 
lejectiosi should he wsfhdtawn 

\gain appellant icspectfulK asserts that at least the third element of the prmut /Jt/e case of 
ob\ loudness has not been met, since thepnor att exceipts as iched upon bv the fxamtnei, fad to 
teach oi suggest all of the claim limitation^ as noted abuse 

Group H2: Claim 2 

\\ idi ic^pecf to dependent ( hum 2 the h \annuet has tehed upon Fig >\ am! ( ol 8 hues 17. 
20 m Mar un to make a prior att show me of appellant s claimed technique 1 whet em the content 
is fust aggregated m a habitat haung views ?ach oi the \sews ha\mg at least one window 
associated therewith wherein a user ic allowed to define a numbei of windows associated with a 
patticnldi siew and at least a portion ot the content associated wuh each \iew wherein each 
siew of the habitat teptesenJs content to be dksplaved m a paittcuhn uew oh the wireless 
device," 

Appellant respectfully asserts that the Figure and excerpt from Martin disclose that " the image 
representation associated with the mohde nas ration metaphot 302 teflects enough nl the detads 
of what is depicted on the displa^s sueen of the mobile deuce so that a u,-.et is provided with a 
similar navigation experience ^gaidless of whethei u^ing the PC oi the mobile de\icc° 
(emphasis added} Howe\et, meielv representing enough of the details simplv fails i>> disclose a 
technique "wherein each stew of the habitat lepieseuts content to be displaced m a particular 
\ rew on the w ireiess de\ ice ' ^ emphasis added) as claimed bv appellant 

In tiie Supplemental Lxamtners Answer dated 00 2o 20U*-\ the Fxaimnei has argued that the 
limitation "at least a portion of the content associated with each a sew" is pie-sent tn claim 2' and 
'({jhesefoie the siews of Martin need not disclose the dr^pla\ of all lelevant cunteuf and the 
examiner maintains that 1 enough of the details as tautiht b\ Martin is analogous to ' at least of 
poition of the content" as claimed, and would sene to represent the content to be displaced m a 
particular view.' 
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Appellant tespeetfulh dtsagtees and asserts that ( ol <\ hoes 17-2<i, and I igme * m Mai tin 
iehed upon b\ the b\ammet metelv teaches that 1 the mobile navigation mctaphoi >02 should 
ptowde a sullicienth suniiai impression to a met of the mobile deuce wheie the image 
tcptesentation assoc tatcd with the mobile na\ potion metaphot H)2 t effects enough ui the details 
of what is depicted on the di^pUrv sueen ot the mobile deuce so that a usu is pnntdeJ with a 
smuLii navigation expenence tegatdless ol whether using the PC ot the mobile deuce ' (Co> 8 
lines 38-45 - emphasis added), 

ilowexei the meie dtsciosuie that the image tcptesentanon tetkets enough of the details of what 
is de puted ou the displax screen of the mobile deuce a* m Maittn smiph fnh to e\en suggest 
a technique \\hei an a a set is allowed to define a numbei of windows associated with a 
(Xuticulai uew and at least a poition or the content associated with each uiw whet em each 
uew_ of the habitat u-pu-sents content to be disphned in a panic ulai mcw on the wneless 
deuce" femphasts added), in the manner as claimed b\ appellant Cleat h, a navigation 
metaphoi i effecting enough of the details of what is depicted on the display ^etecn of the mobile 
de\fce as in Mai tin tails to e\en suggest that " each Mew of the habitat teptesems content to be 
disphued m a paitiuilai uew on the wuc-less deuce (emphasf* added) nt the mannes as 
claimed by appellant. 

Again appellant jesp t ctfulK asseits that at least the third element of the pt}>nu hiLic ca^e of 
ob\ loudness has not been met since the pnoi art excel pts as iched upon b\ the fcxammeu tail to 
tcadi ot suggest ail of the claim hmttattons as noted aboxe 

Issue #.3; 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 5-6, 8, 14-15, 1.7, 23-24, 26, 30-31, and 33 under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Firepad, in view of Shinbori (U.S. Patent No. 4,66.1 ,000). 

Group Hi: Claims 5-6, S, 14-15, 17, 23-24, arid 26 

Appellant respectfully asserts that such claims are not met by the prior art for at least the reasons 
argued with respect to Issue #1, Group #1. 
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Again, appellant respectfully asserts that at least the third element of the prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fail to 

teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. 

Group U2: Claims 30-31, and 33 

Appellant respectfully asserts that, such claims are not met by the prior art for at least the reasons 
argued with respect to Issue #2, Group #1 , 

Auain appellant iespectfulh asseiis that at least the thud element of the i<uma A'c/c ease of 
obviousness huo not been met °uue the pnoi att exectpK as iciied upon In hV bxammci fail to 
teach or suggest ail of die Jami limitations, as noted a hose 

Issue # 4; 



The Examiner has rejected Claims 36-37 under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Firepad. 

Group #./; Claims 36-3? 

With tespcet to independent Claim >6 the i xammei has ajgued "that it would iune been 
obvious to include a navigation ttee for switching bUsseeti stews'" Vppellant icspeUudh 
asset ts that the e\eeipts fiom Hrepad simplv fad to disclose a teehtfUjue fot allowing linkup 
fiom one \smdos\ in one stew to another window sn anothei sicw using the nasigation nee ," as 
claimed bv appellant, 

in the Supplemental 1 xammei s \ns\sei dated Oo 2o 2{KH\ the I xammei has agtcxd that 
firepad is admtttedh deficient m this aica and k4 has instead a-iied upon notoruuislv well- 
known teachings such a.-> Microsoft I spiorei, to piovide the missing limitation 1 " 
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it appeals that the Fxammet has attempted to combine the teaching o{ Mjctovut Fxploict with 
that of Fyepad to meet appellant's dairos 

hist it is noted that the txamtner has ne\ct complied with appellant s tequest lot a specific 
pnot an showing Miuo^oH Pxploier, general !v speaking has numeious versions some oi 
which pie- of po^t-date appellants effective date Thus, without am specific showing of The 
"Mietosoft ('\pioiei on which the 1 xatnmei is lehmii, an\ lesuhtng rejection is unsustainable 

"second, n is noted that the Fxammet tatU to cue speeiik motivation in the above tefeieuces to 
suppojt the ease for eomhmmy the same The i xammer is reminded that the ! edeial Cnunt 
requnes that theie must be some logical ieason apparent fiom the evidence of tecoul that would 
lustifv the combination oi modification of icrerences in it- Kegel 1 8S l'SP( v ) 132 (( CP \ i'>""5} 

Most lmpottantly, assuming uf\*u<.Hii<i that tltei : was a motivation to combine the teachings of 
some piopei \eisjon of Microsoft 1 >piotet with 1 irepad appellant le^pcetkdh a^seits that 
meielv disclosing the existence ot navigation uees (as aliened bv the Kxammen simph fads to 
use to the !e\cl of specific it\ of appellant s claimed ' allowing linking fu>m one window m one 
\ iew to anothei w mdow in auothu \ tew using die navigation tree ' (emphasis added), as claimed 

in the Supplemental 1 xammei s Answei dated Oo 2o 200 ( >, the 1 Xammer has atgued that "[tjhe 
Fue\ iew ei 6 0 Sharew are Screeushot piov ided to pi o\ ide e\ idence that the toirw are disc iosed 
m the !-uepad tefetenee was pubheK available pnoi to appellant s filing date" and that 1 [a]s tiie 
1 ncpad lefetenee teaches the use ol ! ne Viewer o 0 (see pages 10 12 the evnotnei 

contends that the featuies disclosed theiein were pubbeh available at least as eails as P June 
200 i as disclosed tn the Sharewaie Sueenshot" Fuithei the Fxammet has atgued that 
1 [tjherefoie die Fnepad leteiuice is \aitd pnoi an tmdei 3^ U S L 102(a) 

Appellant respectful i\ disatuees and asseits that Fu<.\ lewei Suite 0 0 Sharewaa Scteenshoi 
reteiencc provided bs the b xammer simpiv discloses that the FueViewei Suite 6 0 ^ftwate was 
submitted to *> Star shatcwate on 00/17 2001 Howevet the dssclosuie of submitting the 
1 neYiewei Suite <> 0 softwaie on 0<> 5 " 2001 a*, shown in the Pnev lewet Suite <» 0 Shaieuaie 
scieeu,->hot simplv fails to suppott the 1 xammefs fd legation that "the featuies disclosed jm the 
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Firepad reference] were publicaiiy available at least as early as 1 7 June 200!"' {emphasis added). 
For example, appellant respectfully asserts thai Page 6 of the Firepad reference teaches thai 
"...you get"' a '"[ijink 10 [an] online manual.'" Clearly, even if the Fire Viewer Suite 6.0 software 
includes a link to an online manual , such does not specifically teach that the Firepad reference, 
which is separate from the submitted FireViewer Suite 6.0 software, was submitted as early as 
06 ; ! 7-200 j Thus, the Examiner's reliance on the Firepad reference is improper, and the above 
rejection should be withdrawn. 

Again, appellant respectfully asserts that at least the third element of the prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fail to 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. 



I he Fvumner has t ejected Chums 41-44 uudct ^ I st lO"^) as beniL unpatentable o\e? 
luepad in view ut Bavhniann in we\\ of Maiun sn futthet \ tew of Maes et al (f S Patent No 
'>,01<>, To), heieinafter Maes 

Group #/: Claims 41-42 

\ppe1Lmt icspeufiilh asserts that such claims aie not met bs the puot ait fos at least the reasons 
aigued u !th jespeet to l^sue *2 < i(o«p ^ 1 

Auain appellant iespectfulls assets that at least the thud element of the puma fa<,ic case of 
obviousness ha,-> not been met °uue the pnoi ait e\ceipt-\ as iclied upon In the Fvainmcs fail to 
teach oi suggest al| of the claim limitations, as noted above 

Group #2; Claims 43-44 



Issue #5: 



Appellant respectfully asserts that such claims are not met by the prior art for at least the reasons 
argued with respect to Issue #\ , Group #1 . 
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Again, appellant respectfully asserts that at least the third element of the prima facie case of 
obviousness has not been met, since the prior art excerpts, as relied upon by the Examiner, fail to 
teach or suggest all of the claim limitations, as noted above. 

In view of the remarks set forth hereinabove, ail of the independent claims are deemed 
allowable, along with any claims depending therefrom. 
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in the e\enf <i telephone congelation would expedite the prosecution of thb application, the 
S xammet ma\ teach the undetsigned at <40?0 ^71-2^73 i 01 [>a> mem oi am additional fees due 
in connection with the fihng of this papei. the ( onmiLiMOnei is authorized to chaiae such fees to 
Deposit \ecotmt\o 50-1.^1 fOjdet No N\iDP37o t 



Respect Ail! \ su burnt ed 
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